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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent appeals as of right from the order terminating her parental rights to her minor
children following her execution of voluntary releases of her parental rights. We affirm.

Respondent contends that the trial court abused its discretion by accepting the release of
her parental rights because she was not properly advised of the rights that she would be giving
up, the trial court did not review the form with her, and the release form was not admitted into
evidence. We review the trial court’s investigation of whether a respondent’s voluntary release
of his or her parental rights is made voluntarily and knowingly for an abuse of discretion. Inre
Blankenship, 165 Mich App 706, 714; 418 NW2d 919 (1988).

At a hearing on the petition to involuntarily terminate respondent’s parental rights,
respondent’s attorney informed the court that respondent would release her parental rights
because she believed it was in the children’s best interests to do so. A review of the record
reveals that the trial court then investigated respondent’ s understanding of her parental rights and
properly determined her willingness to release those rights. Although the trial court did not read
the release form to respondent, respondent’s attorney stated, and respondent acknowledged, that
respondent reviewed the form with counsel. In addition, the trial court reviewed most of the
rights contained in the form when it informed respondent that she had the right to a hearing
where the court would determine whether her parental rights should be terminated and that she
was giving up this right by voluntarily releasing her parental rights. The trial court also asked
respondent if she understood that her relationship with the children would be “permanently
broken,” and respondent acknowledged that she understood. We note that the trial court did not
inform respondent that she could request a rehearing, but she obviously understood this right
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because she moved for rehearing in a timely manner. The trial court aso did not question
respondent regarding whether she received money or anything of value in exchange for the
release of her parental rights. However, respondent did not allege that she received such
promises in her motion for arehearing or on appeal.

Respondent has not presented any evidence, nor does the record disclose any, that
respondent’s decision to voluntarily release her parental rights to the minor children was not
freely, voluntarily, and knowingly made. Consequently, the trial court did not abuse its
discretion in accepting respondent’ s voluntary releases of her parenta rights.

Affirmed.
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